More Plugs Into the White House Connection 



It is the official story that the w hite House hired Hunt on Ms retirement from 



CIA when the Plumbers were organized in July 1971 and only because Colson, who knew Mm 
university , 

as a fellow Browry alumni, recommended .-y, f/V) 1 , 

Like everytMng else adverse to Nixon in the official story, this, too, is false. 

S*\ I — /a "j t VlLi h*'C y( ^ 

December 18, 1969 Hunt was still a ''legitiraateiv employee 1 - of the CIA ^and^dmd.— for 

.. O-d " / ■ 

ome-tamer- been-^^it- the ulien agency ^-under deep cover. That day he was interviewed a 

self-confessed and sentenced-' 

by three of Nixon's honchos in dirty-works, two of whom are/ confessed ’Watergate criminals 9 

XJ 

That they were acting for Iialdeinan, who acted only for Nixon, is apparent from this 

suppressed White House memorandum* (it is less clear than the 0rigiK55±KEEpy copy I 

u.-wm 44-2 a (A. k fcH'tj 

originally obtained because it is-a-has4^1y- made se€Hirii^---e€>py 7 put aside in the event of 

what (Mineral Alexander Haig called “sinister forceso," "Sinister forces’ 1 did visit them- 

p y\ \ji^J Ml tv'Hivfi ir&'jh A l tuu /> aj/tt t *j\icf/li 1 \u 

.il^ves upon /S&A and departed with a fat file of Watergate evidFnce/^ — ‘ ' J 

jUsii Istt \ v » 1 lJ J in l l J 1 

Lil-facsilime of nagruder 12/l 8/609 memo to HKH 



This interview was at a time when Nixon* s personal White House spo. kery was limited, 

from what is still not still suppressed, to those two former New York City "red squad" 

dicks, Jack Caulfield, who was dignified with a variety of titles beginning April 8,1969, 

\*> 



but remained an official crook/bag-maii/dSjrtjr-worker; and Tony Ulase^icz, who never got out 

of the mire except on the tube, when he appeared as a Hunyonesque character rather than 

5 p t L l u f ly l # l J H\ /Ju f < / fil I ij 't h/ 1 clirh] * U/ ftib b c rStfitl / / v t 1 * 

r rf vb - Qn-f- .n £ filWrifipf Q Both figure' 



a secret operative v7ho~^ovo3?--go-v 
in corrupting the original accused defendants, Caulfield by offering Nixon* s eslem ■ 

clemency to iicCord (lH254ff ^’and Ulasewicz in handling the bribe money under story- 

/ 

book conditions* (iH 284ff ;6H2219ff ) 



ed 



Tli f. v ' > : * ' • 

A-, ; A5,in i 



][y> JM' 












[decs mv; 



• V- 









? y. 

iji v#r 



:cpN f ^P)'— 5 ' J ! A Ij/ ' *•’• 



m 









; ■ . 1 



HE: 



R>. H A 1 J Vb 'i 1A ' N ,\ r ^ , 

' ' * ' : ‘l 

,] EB S. MAf Ut UDi;: K'A 

Addition to my K™'"** 1 " ‘L 

IWgarJjnii^..'lmW'« l •'■ "''•' ,d ,<r ' ' '■’ 

*r 



r> 

■• 'A 






C pi son ajAI ■ “■ • j e A ‘ , lC y j n rq;,. • 



hi ^ 0 Q; 

l < > 



-■• i; •„.,, hao . on:. i itcnt 

liSatio,, 

m ficitl oi ftaMio volM.nnn, n. ... . y.V.o^ • < 

:,. o... :y,.. of o.nnolio, . 

ni. :i«« and ia 

■Rcpubhran, In' . •• •• ; , , • , a i -• ;u it HC '-rns ou 

„,. ; :: o : i . fv.fnil ..ion' «" 

!;•: niM 11 . 1 ^ 

seen here if V/ashinj-ton ft you, coi, - 



- 

; . . ' < • )J\A 
Y\ 

; A for : 

. vfri ' r;?’r 

dial* 

i i « , . • ) 

■• ■ ; < ! b is 



Enclosure 



nf.^: 



/'’/'Ms )V 



, nvvnA.! . .. 



: 



ppp 

MSI 

- yi..y 



s® 

Mm? 



/ 









Wffl 

mm 



¥vf\ 



W 



- Mill 

wm 






mm 



i&jm 



■ :; 



w 






1 



The Hunt interview was a half-year before Nixon officially approved, his actual plan 



fLCcU- 



for an actual Gestapo, with^aJi interceptions, breakings-and-enterings, bugging, and using 






oJl 





A. V 

V 



the machinery of government a anfnll against those he and his ,/ildmen dj.<3n t like# The 

CIA, -,;hich means Helms, approved this M azi scheme 0 Nixon claims he later withdrew it - 
and there is no record of his change of heart - because the man who had done most of it 
for the government, J c Edgar Hoover, objected in a footnote. 

The Senate Watergate committee suppressed so much of this documentary proof that it 

had, apparently delivered by John Dean, it even suppressed what fortunately had been X* 

' ^ ^ 

leaked to The Hew York Times and The W ashi ngton Post, which printed stories and verbatim 

•r 

excerpts in the issues of — 

and 



re spec tively o 



CAT 
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What the committee did not suppress begins on page 1 pi 9 of its third volume of hearings* 

Up vitA (l\ p / J 

That it did suppress^ wa^loud and clear to all subsequent witnesses® ibis includes all the pi? 

jj-mif /D/y^iA' 

CIA witnesses, Gray,^IIaldeman and Ehrlichman 0 It did not call the /Coordinator of the plan, 

former executive of the "Young Americans for Freedom", Tom Charles Huston,, 

vjt 

After the inadequacies of the Saulfield-Ulaseqicz-Ehrlicliraan spying and dirtv-works 

L-U fill i 

became apparent and before Nixon tried to make it an official function of all federal 

\)a%t Dij) ihufU^ „ '( 

p o-I-ie -. agencies the next year — a^f o fiioiol ^Version of what the Hunt— Liddy gang started in 

Jul£ of 1971 - Hunt was interviewed to "Head PH Firm. " 

The White House is establishing "public relations" firms and Nixon* s advisers are 

interviewing career sppoks to head a private ^firra? 

Grubstaking a deserving arch-reactionary with those secret millions already being 

Qlixoi i* jLJ irivate lavjyer, 

raised in addition to those hidden from the 1968 campaign througR/Kebbert Kalmbach (sentenced 
to jail on a guilty plea without trial June 17, 1974) ? Prom the overflow of Nixon* s 



great heart? Yfithout concern for legality? 

Hunt was not to be . 



^ Pat Buchanan j 



This does say "final 1 / HStxas^aTnew assistant for the Herb Klein Ziegler 

official fla^cery of so many publicists who promoted Nixon at taxpayers* expense under a- 

variety of fancy titleso Tjjjxs was clandestine "pu.bj.ic relations" under the "bite House 

u' St c ‘h fv 

and quite obviously under a cover that detach^ it from Nixon* 

'1 



Nixon operating but not in Nixon's own name. 

That it was not to bo altruistic or independent <q n unliidde ^ 



V. 



c 



The interview was "in regards to the PR position*" Hunt would "Head PR Pirn" but it 

' / // 

was simultaneously 11 the PR position" for which this assemblage of the most proficient A t 

dirty-workers interviewed xi unto y 

What were his qualifications? 

"Qonsistent experience i n the field of public relations and news dissemination. " 

How did he get all this "PR" experience? 

"He lias been with the CIA for 25 years." 

For even the Nixon White House overthrowing elected governments and trying to over- 
v p w — 

throw others and a variety of ot hoir 3 ill s that for othoru are not sanctioned by the law , 

as Hunt himself described them, is an Pxotic concept of "public relations." 

What is reraarl$fale is that after this fruitless project and before he became Nixon* s 

chief the kinds of things even their practitioner, H 00 V er, scowled on, Hunt actually 

did have Ills own front of a"publio relations" agency. If I have traced some of his other 

clandestine operations that are unreporteu and officially uninvestigated, have not 

tried to investigate this cover for which he had a tasteful pale-blue letterhead. 

If rumors of whet he and Bucldey were up to for the ClA in Mexico arc correct, they 

10 rLl r *‘! M 

Hunt does luive" experience in... news dissemination" - propaganda. Helms, interestingly f/tiiTf' 7 

}\ > | 

^gave Hunt’s ^ay of Pigs specialty as proprganda in his Watergate commiteee testimony • 

’ 

1 

./ Vie don't realL laiow if any tiling came of the interview of Hunt by Lyn Nofziger and 

( |> Ut j ~j U ' 

Charles Colson/Nixon* s*13Iack-arts political operators, b&bb£& and ^eb St ua,r t N agruder ,/ j U < ! J '' 

. A cum\ / Li t \ 1 d ^\.d*-*^**> r 

V J later switched to second-in-command at CRENP and there involved with Liddy/mt we do 
know that Hunt, who \;as simultaneously at 1 -A ullen, was there serving Nixon's interest, as 
will unfold. 

This late-1969 project, particularly if laiown to the CIA, is not without relevance to 

— o * 1 



its participation in helping Hixon’s people cover ( jheir ^ i^Nixon’s trackso And, <k£ ^ 



nw-' 



c 0 ur se , their own 



Uhat the three top CIA men said and did not say about Hunt and their earlier 

VC at • I'f jjt i - H, 

relationships with him demands examination the Hjjvinr commit tee avoided. The requirement 

is great; the avoidance was deliberate. 1 'his was particularly true of Helms and Cushman, 

whose testimony was neither full nor forthright. In some respects it was false. It was 




/ 



false to the certain knowledge of the committee, w|p.ch was complete ly and openly satisfied 
with deliberate falsification 

The media also was satisfied, for proof of the falisfication was available to it 0 _ 
c \ 4 

My cop^ o^ some of the documentary proof^s) bear$ the stamp of the Senate press gallery Q 

^ome was publishedT-ved^tim^im^ii^g^Jord-for-word as the committee put the evidence in 

its record after excisions allegedly for "security 1 * reasons 0 In some instances, other 

C AvfpMilt/ ( 

reasons are apparent and v* security" can t be applicable® 

Holms and Cushman both had relationships with Hunt that had to be hidden in Nixon’s 
interest o Both therefore hid the past to the point of lying o Nying under oath about the 
material can be a crime, perjury® Inducing one to swear falsely can be the crime of 
subornation of perjury® But, as I had asked Mitchell when he was attorney u eneral, 

"Who prosecutes the prosecutor?" 

Helms andjpushman 1 s careers were dependent upon Nixon. Both also felt they had to 
"protect" the CIA® Both also had made their readings of the real not the public-rela- 
tions interests of the Congress® 

Both got away with being untruthful. 

Both testified in public the day after the examination of Ai aldeman was completed® 

Their testimony took one day, Augusj? 2, 1973o They were followed by Walters® 

Because Hunt is one of the key people in the overall known by the rubric The Watergate, 

while the possibility of perjury is important, it is not as important as the fact, as the 

truth about what these men know about Hunt and even more, their relations with him in 
wi Ou 

the past® hisis how they swore on tkts~ things. 

jU-H r iL^j A I - • .» ^ ^ ^ 

The ^(^nterTOgations Iri chief -of bo thy were, b^Navid M. Dorsen, Assistant- > . , 

" 1 ___ ~ 

C'hfef Counsel-®-- lie-failed- tcT ask'Helms * o pini oh of ” eitll^r ‘^icC or d - of - Hunt ^ Mlenat ox Minn t oy a : /Wi t JlM 

A !/ j 




One would not know it frou the public investigations, but the CIA did have its own 



covering up to do, not just Nixon' s« 
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Between tills and what it did for Nixon that it iaso also had to cover, for itself as 



\ 



s as for hiia, the Cl A' s position was not an enviable one. 

Because it was without illusions about hiii and the gang around him, dedicated to 'JJ 

Ah*)' ' ^ 

him and their self-interests only, its situatuon was much more complicated. l /c cut tliroats, ^ j 

y 

as he did Heins'. By the tine of the public testimony he had already started making the J|\| 

, } 

CIa itself over. ^ 

Cushman and Walters were Ms friends hut their lot was not easy. They were both ynder 

extremely heavy pressure© 

Vaiat the Overlooking ’’oversight” committees would stand for in private, Congress and 

the press could not if public© 

Before the top three began public (to s t ir.io nyJT)o f ore the Senate Watergate cororait tee") 

on August 2 the ’’oversight” committees hod heard them in secret © in the public testimony 

initial questioning was by Assistant u hief Counsel David worsen© It was the epitome pf"" 

JL . 

rofessional unprofessionalism, a superficial, inadequate performance as an investigation/,; 

§ut it was a superb whl tewasho If the controlling influences on toe committee haci no t • gj X 

c— v, 

desired it he would not have dared it. Had he undertaken to bide on his own, che Jena^oxs a O 

did not on tlii^r own talce over and conduct a real investigation. It is not because they 

could not have, as a few documents from their o v/n files show. I L PcllSV^ gd- 

This cannot he explained or justified by such excuses as Dorsen was not the investigator. 

-r— jt-iWjZ 

Rarely do lav/ye rs investigate for themselves. This committee had its own investigative 

ivyw iii i iTMJy' 

staff and it did dravnjt from the work of otherpif*^ 

Dorsen had Halms on the stand. i-cCord and hunt had both worked under Mn at CIA. Dorsen 
didn^t even ask Helms ' opinion of them. Democratoc Senator Joseph w. iiontoya aid. (, 85/250) 




a-sked-- th i s of -4 fclms ~ ( ^c:?250) ® While it was not easy to speak well of McCord, who h^.d 

been caught inside The Watergate and by then had been convicted, Heim^Si cp _gpeak well 

hit 

of—Mm*- Was pe a truthful man? n I have never had an^cause to question McCords reputation 
for veracity*," Asked, "Wouijfd you say that his reputation as a human being, as a man, as 
an employee was very good?" he responded, "Yes, it was# n e left a good record behind him#" 

Montoya's next question wa.y about U unt: 

S Montoya:And what can you say about Mr® Hunt? Had you known him? 

Mri Helms: ^es, Id did® 

S ^ontoya. V/hat was Ms reputation? 

nr# jlelmso Well, Mr® Hunt had - had a, well he had a good reputation, there were 
some questions at various times during Ms employment about how well he carried out 
certain assignments, but there was nothing malignant about tMs® It was just a question 
of Ms effectiveness® Hr® Hunt was a bit romantic, he used to write books in Ms spare 
time^.cgid I tMnk there was a tendency sometimes for Mm to get a little bit suss: carried 
away ay-sorae of tjie ^things he was involved in but he had never done anytMng illegal or n 
nefarious that anyone was aware of and when he left the Agency he left a decent record 
beMnd him. 

Senator Montoya® What would you say about Ms reputation for veracity? 

Mr® H e ] jnSe Well, as I have said, sir, he was a romantic, I tMnk that I just do not 
have any way of being aj>le to answer that® I would have assumed that in matters of 
importance he would tell the truth® , 

The next Senator to show an interest in Hunt was Curney \\^0254) , who asked, 

"what were Hunt's areas of work at the CIA?" Helms& answers were evasive and when he h&&~ 



fiMshed he had said much less than was public knowledge. 

h '' id ro Helms® Senator Gurney, he was with the Agency for many years and he had a 

ii 

' variety of assignments® 

Senator Gurney, nil right® 

Mr® Helens ® ^e had a variety of assignments and I honestly tMnk I would be putting 
my memory to too much of a test to remember what they all were® I remember he had one 
assignment in connection with the operation leading up khx to the so-called Bay of Pigs, 
bjjt that is readily available in the Agency if you get Ms personnel record and that 
would be accurate® 

Senator Gurney® I am not interested in a detailed account. I was wondering if 
Ms areas were in the sort of thing work he was doing on June 17® , 

i,A r® Helms® It would be hard for me to recall that but - I just don t remember® 



Helms didn o t have to remember® There is no doubt he remembered more than this because 
until he became Dorector of Centeal Intelligence he and ^unt had been in the same^par’ 



and once Jinn The Watergate broke the CIA, like all other involve! agencies, immediately ^ 

flu. lu/Ci 

collected all it had in its files and all it knew.rUunFwas later- to- -be more Jsir 



A 

explicit $n (t)uj^ little of Ms past (d^ul^more on "the sort of work. he was doirn 



,' 4 *- ' 
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£.he was doing®" V 

Baker was the next Senator to pick up with this line of questiOTlng^ irfit he made 



V 



\sp J 
sel , (fh 
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clear to those not unwilling to see that he and his as minority counsel, phompson, were 

<SK 

Nixon partisans o -Baker began with u cCord, as XA ontoya had, and tried to make it appear _ 

that he was not as good a man as xi elms had said. One of th§ unintended sidelights was 

AA elms 1 opinion that the White House had not been wise in its choice of sppoks. For one 

thing^ iA cCord*s Agency job was not that of a “wire man," as TJlasewicz had describe^Hiim. 

Nor that of a burglaro Helms added the unsolicited opinion that "I am not desirjgous of 

making anybody laugh, but it is quite clear that thbse fellows who entered the democratic 

National Committee did not know anything about the active way ol going into buildings 
l ^ 

sill getting out without getting caught." They were "amateurish in the extreme. . .The 

breakingand entering and not getting caught is a very difficult activity and for it to 

be done properly, one has to have trained individuals who do nothing else and who are 

doing this frequently and are trained right up to the; minute mn how to do it." 

Neither Baker nor any other harkened back to Huston s complaint that the government's 

O 

agencies were not o.j^the ball when it came to surreptitious entry and dicing t do much of 
it. '“elms' words are about as explicit as one could expect. They did have men who were 
"trained individuals who do nothing else and who are doing this frequently." 

It i s not uncommon and never was. 

inherent also is a commntary on the Wixon-Colson-Haldeman-Ehrlichroan notion that 
a spook is a spJ>ok. They were too used to getting away with raw power. The subtleties 
of the art are known to the artists. Wireraen are wiremen and nothing else. Bagmen 
practise that specialty. Neither cross into the specialties of other except in real 



/ 

t 



emergency 0 

Or, Xi unt was no James Hondo 
It was after tills unsolicited and unheed/little lecture on his deficiencies that 
■Baker got to Hunt: 









Senator Baker. Vfhat about nr. Hunt? I believe your testimony is that he worked for 
the Agency for 15 years, approximately; did you know him? 

Mr. Helms. u r more. I do not remember exactly how many yearsooool do kno.. him, sir 0 
Senator Baker. How well do you know him? 

Mr. Helmso I know him relatively well because he and I over many years worked for 
the same general section of the Agency 0 C 

Senator Baker. What was his responsibility for the Agency? 

Mr. Helms. Well, as I replied to Senator Gurney, he had a variety of assignments and 



7Y 



I would plead, with yout to simply ask the Agency to give you the employment reford 
because SSTTC do not recall ito I do recall that he had an assignment in connection 
with the operations leading up to the H a y of Pigs. I do recall that# 

Senator Baker. Can you describe for us what sort of activity he had in the ay of 
Pigs operation? ' ^ 

Hr. Helms. I thiiik it had to do with certain aspects of the propaganda in 'Wf 3 ^ 

connection with - propaganda against the Cuban Government, the astro government. ^ ' 

If it is generally impossible to say with certainty what anyone does or does not 

remember, there can be no doubt that Helms did recall more than this about Hunt 1 s 

CIA career# Qua±eiaala;^:zK0gardBLdxaBzazBHSGSSszhyxth43xS3cAx Hunt was part of the CIA 
A ll wfar* t/j IhU'H y /) bjj *1 iri t . 

overthrow^ ~bjT“ tlie“Guat'ernalaii government^ fj *liis was regarded inside CIA as a great success# 

Ife was involved in scand^/aous conduct when he was station cliief in Gsacfejs Uruguay and 

thef^is little likelihood that ffe Iras wasxrusi did not recall that# Nor can there by any 

doubt that Delias had a summary of Hunt’s entire career in liis hands as soon as The W atergate 
required 

CIS aw.reness of what could redound against it in that initial crime# The CIA 



was aware immediately , as would be assumed# Moreover, fielms testified to what he 

described as a "delinitation agreement 11 with the FBI (pjp— 3239*32705) The spooks 

protected eadh otlier^ pursuant to "an understanding of many years that if the Agency 

runs into any FBI agents or operations, the FBI shall be immediately notified and if the 

FBI runs into any agents^ or operations, it [i 0 e#,ClAj shall be notified immediately# ", 

( \U-i4 l\ i ivu 1 1 f j &• » i 0 1 it /Hu*] ji j T'i/s if 

Failure to question the top CIA people about Hunt's career is one of the unmistakjeable 

f; it h/V 

signs that the committee's purposes did not include definitive inquiry and definitive 
answers# It knew more about Hunt and it knew Helms knew much more than he "recalled#" 

Baker, whether or not he lacked knowledge, ^ tain- ■ Hunt*s 

relationsMp with the Agency (Was ^ whether he "w as on the payroll in some capacity," <^5j 
^^ asked) "Was he an employee or a contractor?" 

"A staff employee is what we call them," Helms told him# 



i 
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h 
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be* r 




Senator Baker# ##oUid he retire on disability? 

A ’ A d2 Helms# No, sir# H e retired because he was anxious to make more money than he can 
make in the Government. H e had had some financial problems due to the fact that a daughter 
had been in a bad accident and had developed some illnesses, I believe physical as well 
as psycMatric, that he had run. up a lot of doctor bills# H e had a suit in connection *** 
with tMs accident# I believe^S^s he was looking for an opportunity to make more money 
than he could with the government# t k rt 3 1 i, /) 

Here Helms' recall included what was not mentioned in the extensive reporting about 






Hunt and money andwas not mentioned by Hunt in his complaints to the u Mte House over 
his claimed need for -money* it- provokes. wonder if Helms was re .-ailing iaore_than there 
was to recall or, if he could recapture this detail about what was not public, why he 
could recall no more of limit’s 20 years than an inaccurate representation of his Bay 
of Mgs job© 

Helms could remember Hunt’s personal troublevS and Ms lust for money but could 

not recall that Guatemalan adventure o'ST Bunt’s effort to get the Uruguayan government to 
jl 

attmpt to prolong Ms assignment there with the unauthorized promise of some helicopters? 

It does not seom protobl,, UmuJ-J Mt* Ou CU JM W 

XjairML ^rQper que stion s© but no t_.thin.JQlo:m^ 

XT? 

had there been an investigation to determine 



Baker then asked onelof -a-,palr 

XT? 

-444dy"“hact”been" "com-ieefecMM4;h^ke--Gfe i ? 
Helms replied, ”1 was never aware of any,” wMch means, if true that CIA made no inquiry 
at aJ.1 or that the boss was never informed in a matter of tMs magMtude© The related 
question^ not asked w as had there been an internal investigation relating to the Hunts? 

From hiiranswers it would appear there had not been, wMch just can*t be believed© / X h 3 ^ ^ ^ 
When Baker asked,”What about irso Hunt?” Helms came back with," Somewhere in the dimness 
of my recollection I - could we consult the actual employment record? It seems to me tliat 
A ‘ A rs© Hunt was at one time employed by the Agency before she married Mm or sometMng, 
but I’m not sure about tliat©" ( vp (f 3 2 I* 2 ) 

In begging tliat the employment record^ whn eh c-ouldH^aveMjeen- ^itlihold -- froiir - the --^enate- r 
be consulted ^Helms was merely evading© In letting it rest this way, so was the cormoittee© /£> 

M .aTXi+ (U UuTtir f S' 

knev/ the truth, the y al l- knew better, and theyL-al3=-J^ t iJb rest here, with such/ 
indefiniteness tliat the Hunt marriage is an M or sometMng" rather than a proper ceremony© 

The answer had just been published and distributed widely, by Tad Szulc, in the n e w 
York Times Sunday liagazine © Interestingly, Szulc had just left the Times© n e had not 



written what he knew about the Hunt s personally when he was covering The Watergate for 

Qcc CJ A f / 

the Times © n e didn^t until he decided to write C a book~ab out dunt^/ FIie Cbrnnuisive Sy ijfy Maori »» 
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The corai.dttee remained consistent in having no real interest in hunt, tjp' central 



r * y** 



of 



Helms 

(Why -Baker did not include o the r /{ testimony of which he knew, that before the/House 

Armed Forces ^omnittee, is not immediately apparent. Nor is why he did not here follow his 

own precedent beginning on page 3243, where he said before Thompson began to read from 

that July 17,1973 hearing, "Hr. Chairman, I note that the transcript from which H r . 

Thompson is about to read is nominally clasified as secrelgj I take it there is no 

objection on the part of the committee or any claim on the part of the committee that it 

does not have the authority to permit counsel to go ahead and read from that document ^ 

f U wnifl! W 

as it relates to the mandate for inquiry of this committee." All agreed with him i f 

irf/zt | v mtra j, w 

a. *j *') ' 
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any real investigation 0 



character, the probable oon frg ftl fignpo and thiMdtiiAdiH££tf4aiiW 

A®* 0v Mii- 

For the committee not to have made a mair 0 i^restB)gat±on is for it not to have made any 

real investigation at all and to have failed to meet its charge© 

fek M CMaA 7 V 1 Ac C />fp_\ again was evasive, ) 



Y/hen baker shifted to the Cubans,^ Helms 

ixmsztaxdisguiaKzfarthexzMaaiVHBgaszaaa^probably to avoid disclosing the fact and the 



content oijj an internal CIA investigation and what he knew of that of the FBI : 

Senator Baker: YJas he [Sturgis-FioriniJ employed at one time by the CIA? 

Hr© Helms© In your files, Senator Baker, there is the testimony which is classified 
that I gave February 7 before the Senate Foreign Relations 

Conmdttee in which I discussed all these gentlemen and I was much better up to speed 
about their relationships at that time than I am now and if you ..ould not mind consulting 



that record, I would accept it. 









Etac /Several procedures other than thatybf" the committee at this juncture were 

proper and normal. One was to direct Helms to testify to the best of his recollection, 

another was to ask him about his Foreign delatio ns Committee testimony, despite the fact 

i Lwt i * uX <L 

th/at it was classified, for by this point the committee should have known whether or not 
that in which it was interested wqs properly subject to 
kept secret^ the opposite of an open and full investigation© There were many possibilities© 
Helms could have been called back after reading his previous testimony ^and there had 





‘fra 



been more than he referred to). He could have been directed to go consult the ClA*s records© ^ s ]^ 

o, A ^ 



Instead, Baker, former prosecutor gn-ibj s r coramittee all of whose members were 

A / 

lawyers^ proposed "that the testimony of this witness and others before the Committee on 



Foreign Relations taken on May 17,1973? March 6, 1973, and the Comiiittee on 

Appropriations on iA ay 16, 1973" plus the one n e lms cited "be incorporated in the files 
and records of the committee with leave of the committee to decide what portions of that 
transcript [sicj may be excerpted for inclusion in the record as appropriate." (# A 

"If there is no objection, that will be done," Chairman Ervin then said© 

(f UJkf U/l lb umKt/ , 

There was no objection, and it was notOdone. k " * v V 

\ b h*i*{ 

jfecujtJi Wk. /»■, ing^. rrnningl t pnrt Vmt hv 1 been done already, those 

^ c 



7 

V 



. v* 

> 



earlier transcripts were alr e ad y "incorporated in the files and records of the committee© 









£ ti/p Robody could see them there. Y/hat was available to the public was what was published© and 

\n [}U'k 

nothing was published with--tte.s transcripts , Volume 8 of the hearings appeared just before 



tf 



ni 



I in this volume alone, 40 pages are taken up with facsimile reproduction of the Supreme 
alias Mar k alia s Collins 

S'ourt decision in Abel/ v Uni “bed States } thw case of convicted Russian master spy Rudolf 
Abel. This is approximately two-third; the space tdcen by all of u elms' testimony and is 
twice that of Cushman's testimony., the "burden" was not one of space 



c 

c 

c 



ht<u''h/A 

Christmas, 1973. This dialogue is on pages 326^ and 3263 o None of the earlier testimoa^yv 

is included© hone is in the ^ appendix© And there is no reference to any planned later 
i}lA jj I' l uflU 

publication, as was cuk tomary with reference to documents that later were introduced 
into the record/ a^-i*ell~as^here--was-wi^4v^ 

Or, notliing about the CIA connections of those who were the subject of the investi- 
gation was “appropriate 1 * for "inclusion in the record" of the alleged investigation of 
X)recisely that© 












Baker decidedt, lat *'1 won$t burden the record 1 *^ with definite quest/ons and answers, ^ 

A m juj}> * x 




v immediatj.'ly after tins exchangb^ explairiing )i4^i±hJhe.nueaningl^B T -^xee-p%-'fnr-- , fehe 

dejieptivapippgnr^Qa--^ this was on 

^r H these things appear" in "the summary of the staff interviews with you, Hr© Helms©" ^ ” 

Well, those summaries also were not published and ^vere^iever intended to be 0 They 

were secret© Baker was later to pull the identical stunt with Hunt in the witness chair© 

iind with all the junk in that record prior to this and when this was the eight^ of the 

large volumes of printed hearings with the end not in sight, burdening the record was not 

the problem and proper concern© n akina’ it was. ^t was not made. 7f 
1 * .VI 

y Worsen^ return to the Hunt-CIA relationsliip in a different and equally vague 

approach/ after all the Senators had finished their questioning) [#*'' 3284) 

Hr© Dorsen© Am I correct tliat in the last years of ^r. Hunt's service with the CIA 
he was given a somewhat different assignment than he had before? , . •>. 

r© Helms© 1 es, I believe tliat in his recent years there he v/as stationed in 
Washington, for one thing, and precisely what his duties were at tliat time I don^t know. ’ 

but they were not particularly operational© But as I explained this morning, he v/as 
having some family difficulties, and so forth, and he was trying to work these out as 
well as do his job, and so on, so tliat I can only assume that we were taking these human 
factors into consideration and had assigned him in a place where he could accomodate himself." 

Cut 

There it was abandoned,. And^hei?e--waG- a crucial point for this committee, with its 
integrity at stake, its performance of its assigned task in the balance© 

W In CIA lingo, "operational 11 is a reference to spooking, spying or dirty—' works© 

Whatever Helms was trying to convey by saying that Hunt's duties were "not particularly 
operational" he v/as not saying that they were not at all "operational*: H e and the comidttee 

knew, in fact, that they v/ere and v/liat they were. Both elected to keep this secret. Whatever 
their reasons, it is not as Helms had testified earlier (p/ 5250 ) , that Hunt "had never 



done anything illegal" during all of his CIA employment. 



Y/hat Hunt did where in CIA cpuld easily liave been specified. Instead Dorsen elected 



the vague Question about Hunt's "last years" in CIA and Helms responded in terms of Hunt's 

S a >jji i'u Jl 

"recent" years of service. What both were s th what Hunt did after he personally 

made even more of K a fiasco of the H a y of Pigs. Por h while he was assigned to the officje 



uu e v eii juiUlL uik a x 

/(V< C*M VA D & 



tfwWvf fvM 



Wv 



of the Director* Hot only was tiiis public knowledge, but the committee had 






1 d®a*MM»t 



hx£UUkj£i+> T 

^^r>nroon- ^c| -^ n Yj|p Hurrh rrr r'lnTTPrl tr ^1° jf964 Hunt was doing wliat 

Helms alleged he didn t do, "operational" work against Americans within the United States. 

This had been the first obvious probability when I began my own investigation of Hunt, 

as soon as his named appeared. It is the obvious probability from what was publicly 

available that early day. iiikMhere was no uncertainty as soon as I did more them consult 

public sources. 

i L. tl \Vl.WVltftC 

e i in mi wH in -hiri n invpHli ffa4w-<w- knew that Hunt was engaged in proscribed 
activity during his "last" or "recent" years in the CIA. 

Por the last six and a half of those "last" or "recent" years, u elms was Director 
of Central Intelligence. X Hunt's illegal activities were under him, u r, ^elms lied C{j>r>J 7^ i l l ' 
in telling the world through the American Society of Newspaper Editors that they did not 

t-V. live U, I j •f' U LfTstte'j 

"target" on Americans, which taken as he intended, to mean that the ClA did not in any 
way spy on or interfere with Ame, leans© 

Helms andrthe committee faced simple choices and made them# 

The comiaittee had to decide whether or not to do a thorough job# It decided / goty ^ 

CU /Aid o r 

atisas'-©# - - 



x t was not an accidental choice. It was deliberate, and. the foregoing quatSSSS&e*- 

V. 4 A 

testimony establish^ this. 

Helms had to decide whether to confess that under him the CIA had broken the law. 

|^e did not make this confession, the committee did not want him to, so both interests 
coincided, to Nixon's personal benefit and to the country's detriment. 

It was the same with General Cushman, whose personal life was similarly complicated. 

He also could not be and was not forthright about his earlier connectiosn with and knowledge 



of Hunt and what he did in ClA., 



to th^Hixon connectio n c 
Baker went into the Cushman-Hunt 
Assistant Chief Counsel James Hamilton oVby Thompson on their direct examinations# 

But then they also managed to avoid asking Cushman about his own background and 

( JWfj d\ tf* 

experience or his own (Jiifcareer which, contrary to the tkrust of the hearings and the 

Jp t ftJ 1 

questioning, extended over a long period of years# 

/\ 

Senator Baker# You did know hr© Hunt personally? 

General Cushman© ^es,sit, mat well but I knew him© 

JlJ 

Knowing better, and having his own objectives, Bslcer was content to permit the 
deliberate deception to pass without questioning© 

What Cushman could have meant by M not well” is subjective, not factual© 



(p/^3) 

lationship./tt was not done by ims 



Precisely the same is true about the identical omission in the direct examination 

1ft}/ 

about Cushman's earlier relationship with Nixon* (ju3I>05) 



when 



Senator Talmadge© Were, you personally close to the President? 

General Cushman© I don’t consider myself close, but I had worked for him for 4 years 
he was Vice Presient* (a'W) five -6^ (f f iAVi« Ur> 



Experienced spook Cushraan switched the meaning of the question by switching the 

tense. Talmadge asked had he been “close" to Nixon in the past# Cushman answered in- 

terms of, the present, not the past© And what do each mean by "close"? 

* — n It i l it C.i ^ t-j Jn i} i U/M. 0 •'j ( I *1 i Pi/'b U^‘U\ /MiC i' C ' 

»f wnat Cushman did for Vice President Nixon /is^also avoided in 

A 



The significance of 



this and all other questioning# 



r 



Gurney picked this up (pi%306) but again Cushman was able to divert him with" 
ease, interrupting the question to take direction of the way the questioning would go and 



to be able to limit his answer: 



Senator Gurney# General, you did mention in your testimony that you knew Mr# Hunt 
before# “ad you seen him for some time prior to his - 

General Cushman© I have been trying to recollect, sir# I think that I probably 
attended his retirement ceremony, and the brief party they give oldtime employees when 
they retire© This would be som^ime,! think, ^in 1970* when I was Deputy Director© 

I probably may have known him back in the o£ a times [sicj© I did a tour in the Central 
Intelligence Agency from 1949 to 1 951 ® I may well h ave run into ±h him there, too© 
Probably did© k a ther small outfit# Just beginning then#.©" 



If Cushman had not" run into him then" 



it would have been more 



than a miracle© 



would --have^eorL-imp.QssiW 

^imting this to 1949-51 > those "olden days," was to evade the purpose of the question, 

, i w k 1 1 1 \ L-J i i t ^ cy * H A tH J 

as was Cushman* s reason for interrupting the question, ttie-end_rdLj<z^ ^ 

The most casual reading of Exhibit 124, the partial transcript of the July 22, 1971 t'tV.L'tmn 

between Hunt and Cushman, in Cushmans OIA office and bugged by Cushman personally, 



leaves little doubt that he and Hunt had been "closea" 



ll 



So does the most casual reading of Hunt’s Give Hs This Hay , the galley proofs of 

" T 

which were then making their way around Washington a^d-wdrthen4^^ 

# c.> 

would^ifeJmve.4}©Gn--a<^essible-^ta’^^^ — 

Several Senators referred to the transcript made and censored by the CIA but none to 

the parts revealing the nature of the earlier Cushman-Hunt relationship,. 

So, like Helms, Cushman was able to avoid letting the record show the n at u re 

jj^kind of earlier relationship he had had with both Hunt and Hixon. As with Hunt, this 
fU i trtlur i*‘Xc Q ‘ 

rouTcf IioTTmve ^‘beeh^possiTSre") v/i-tiinthc^-Rios-t " ' " 



^ fl/UZ / 

That the question wqs not competent is not because the questioners wer^not competent*, 

fv 

i 

t is, rather, because they shared Cushman s desire to avoid spreading the full truth 
on the record and on nationwide TV© 

c x 

All joined in the covering up f * j 

iA I r J (if •(. \*Artr l'\4si< j; ti ti y l,{ 

Had they not, fehe wkola thing rai - ght have , co me a p a ; g t at this juncture© 

Here the media also joined in the covering up because proof (bliat Helms and Cushman 
did not testify as they could and should have was readily available© Some of it was 
published without meaning being inparted to it. 









m . sy~ uv 

10 out tuis another way, all those v/hose responsibility it was to bringfthe full 
truth #trtr combined as effectively as if they had conspired to see to it that even part 
of the full'I'ruth was not ajkLUiould not be known© 

It is not unique for the press and the Congress to withheld what they know© Had 
they not in the early stages of the -^ay of figs, as Join Kennedy was lat«;r to lament, 
that tragedy could have been avoided© But when the press and the Congrees^ inpose upon 
themselves this twisted concept of "national interest" , suppression is inevitable and 
necessary. The truth is suppressed from the American people only© Others always know© 



n 



t ih r- 



fck-ftuJ (irt i[ ilLtfL 



JSellowin^^ 7, 1971 pho ne -ca H £¥qjli John Ehrlicliman {'telling him that Hunt had 

been hired on “security matters’* and would be calling on Cushman, whcKbhrliohman askea 

bugged and 

to "give him a hand,” Hunt visited Cushman -on July 22* C ushrnan (inped their conversation* 



. not 



He was asked, "WJiy did you tape this conversation?” 

”1 taped it so that I would have a recollection of it since Mr* Hunt didrcki want 
anyone else in the room 0 When he arrived he asked that it just be the two of us* Con- 
sequently I recorded the conversation so I wouldn’t have to take noteso” (8H3290— 1 ) 

This is false swearing - twice about Cushman's reasons for taping Hunt* If 
toe false swearing is about the material, it is perjury* With the White house/Hun t/ClA 
aspects of The Watergate and because the CIA's help to Hunt was illegal, I believe it is 
material lienee perjurious, or criminal© The false swearing is in the reason ^without 
which, from this sworn testimony, Cushman v/ould not have taped Hunt 5 H Mro Hunt odd noc 
want anyone else in the room" and "When he arrived he asked that it just be the too of us*" 



As simple statements of fact these are truthful statements* It is in giving them as 



the reason for bugging and taping that they are lalse© 

The CIA transcribed that tape© It is headed, "Hooti ng Between the DDCI (CenejTal 

Cushma n) and Howard Hunt - 22 July 71 V li&x zfirstztwHzline It is typed verbatim, with the 

names of the speakers given© : Ad (/i ri j p&lL- j ' ( 

General Cushman: Hey, good to see you* Come on in, h-.ve a seat 0 

Mr»xdHnt2xSaiildxtfeiszb0X0HstztliK2toH/,sfx?;xzi 

Mr© Hunt© Could we make this just the two of us? 

General Cushman: All right, sure. We certainly can© < 

Ctbhha o ushrnan had not been taping Hunt before Hunt asked "Could we make this 

u b H\Jjc he* /V 1 u 

just the too of us?" the bug would not have picked too so words -up^' Because it did 

Cushman's answer „ that he had taped Hunt because Hunt asked that they be alone has to be 

J* U> C U 1 \ i to 

false© Having- -swornl to the same lie twice in this single paragraph, Cushman eliminates the 
possibility of his having misspoken himself by accident© However, if there are those who 
believe he may have, then the possibli/A further eliminated because he repeated it again, 
when Senator Baker, who came into the hearing late, asked him, "Bid you describe for the 
Committee how you came to tape the conversation with i ' i r 0 Hunt? 

Cushman replied, "Yes, sir* When he came in the door he said, that he would like to 



have the meeting to be just between th two of us because it was highly classified and 



very sensitive. So I told my executive assistant to please remain outside the room, 
and I set the machine in motion 0 n (SH3300) 

Ascribing motive to this deliberate perjury is not difficult; Cushman ■ / - 
jaot-'aitffie, suspected Hunt, his mission and what the White House was up to c This tends to 
prove that there was no CIA innocence in its participation in |he|)White House criiaee-or 
in its own criminal violations in engaging, directly or indirectly, in domestic operations 

The second recorded comment by Hunt explain this beyond equivocation: 

hr. Hunt: Thank you very much.. I have been charged with quite a highly sensitive 
mission by the White House to visit and elicit information from an individual whose 
ideology, is we aren't entirely sure of, and for that purpose they asked me to come over 
here and see if you could get me two tilings: flash documentation, which would have to 

(it's to be backstopped ) and somekegree of physical disguise, for a one-time 

op — in and out." ' 



"Op" is spook slang for operation. 



Cushman's reply was, "1 don't see why we can't." 

g ; ' 

Hunt's rejoinder leave.no doubt he was engaged in a domestic operation: 

"We'll keep it as closely held as possible. 1 don't know how you ox - your cover people 
want to work it , but I -would like to meet somebody in a safehouse. . 0 " 

And the next day, in this "safehouse" that is no longer safe and secret, in ±h 
Washington's Embassy Row area, according to Hunt's grand jury testimony, there was this 
meeting and Hunt was equipped with CIA disguises for his "highly sensitive mission" for 



Nixon , meetingjwith De 1-iotte and Bita Beard! 

14— could be — argu ed- that IJhis makes the CIa party to domestic political operations, 

~r , u/ml / 

phe u e Ilotte mission bein^/to get defamatory information for Nixon's political use against 

(3 0 A ■' d L'b vSt^t'th Ur i- i 'Hi 

the ^ennedys, and to ^harobstructing of justice ^because Hunt obtained a false statement 



J 






'* v r . 
from l ttta Bna » d -at a time the ITT-Nixon campaign $>400,00') deal was being investigated, /r 



i t-U W LvU< iVl/H /: J.C-C lisfx b t j i./StY,. 



/ 



This is fur from the wholu story of CIA complicity in White House crimes, in il unt's 
direct and indirect White House jobs or of the CIa's own criminal acts. It is enough to 
make the indictment if not to convict* 

That there is not more in the record, that there was no real investigation, that the 

ait 

people were not told the fact and the truth and that the transgressers against the law 

'l 

were neither charged nor punished no IT what the functioning of representative society 
also requires, were unexposed, is the direct responsibility of this committee, which 



suppressed wfcat the evidence it hado 
suppressed 

Some of this/ documentation is included in what was stolen from my files, after 
discussion of it over my phone, without any door being battered 'W/n^fnr ^ntr-y 0 Hy 
files are extensiveo Shis particular file could not have been picked by happenstance* 

U/l-S 2 

nor can the leaving was publicly available be regarded as accidental* Only the 

still secret, still suppressed, was taken© 

Better job than She Watergate supreptitious entry* 

v Earl gil bert, _j 

She responsibility is also tliaiT~of)jf < EEe^ initial prosecutor, who v/as riixon f s choice 

u -Si /&* 

for u niteu States Attorney after wBzft hog u too, suppressed this* x t v/as the responsibility 

S / / 

of the many above Irwrln the department of Justice, beginning with the sanctimonious 
Henry Petersen. 

It v/as also the respo-isibility of the Special Prosecutors, both Alexander Cox and 
Leon Jaworskio 

She tradi Rational lawyers 1 question, cui bono - who benefits — is se;lf answering# 

ciu/ 

All the la w violators, the CIA - and i^/unimpe ached Nixon© 



